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ABSTRACT

Internal  consistency and t e s t — r e t e s t  r e l i a b i l i t i e s

of the 13 measures of a commun ica tions model were ca lcu la ted

along wi th  f a c t o r  va l ida t ions  and convergent v a l i d i t i e s .

Path a n a l y t i c  t r imming  of the orginal model was comp leted

for two results in two organizations . Generally, reliabil-

ities , val idit ies , and path coefficien ts were similar for the

two organizations , one a private Industrial firm , the other ,

a government agency .
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IMPACT MODEL OF MANAGERS ’ INTERPERSONAL

COMMUN ICAT I ON SYTLES IN AN

INDUSTRIAL AND A NAVY CIVILIAN ORGAN I ZATION

While there  is widespread agreement t ha t  communicat ion

gets at the core of organizational tunction lng and behavior , our

understanding of the communication process remains quite prim-

itive (Porter & Roberts , 1972). Our present research attempts

to deal with the current gap in understanding of organ i zational

communication and focuses specifically on the interpersonal level

of manager ial communication style and its impact on colleagues in

a work setting .

A communication model is presented which proposes six

components of a manager ’s interpersonal communication style .

These are seen to influence his colleagues ’ sense of role clarity

and their perceptions of the manager ’s credibility. These tactor~

of role c l a r i t y  and credibility in turn are seen to affect colleagues

in terms of the role satisfaction , satisfaction with focal person ,

and effectiveness (Figure 1). The underly ing development and form-

ulation of this model are presented in previous reports (Klauss,

l977a, l977b).

Insert Figure 1 about here

The par ticular purposes of this report are twofold. First ,

we will examine the reliabil ity and validity of the various mea—

sures which have been developed and applied in our model. Second ,

— 1 -
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we will repor t on some data collec ted from mili tary and industry

samp les to see the extent to which the model holds for each

group.

ME THOD

Survey Instrument

Beginning with a review of the literature and development

of a pilot questionnaire (Klauss , 1976), we developed a set of

variables which characterize a manager’s interpersonal communica-

tion style (the six factors were originally derived from a

fac tor analysis of a 73 Item questionnaire completed by a sample

of 397 managers in a large industrial organization . The remaining

variables in the model are taken from previous research reported

in the literature . The role clarity measure derives from the work

(If Rizzo, House and Lirtzman (1970), while the three credibility

measures come from the factor analytic work of Rerlo , Lemert and

Mer tz  (1969) as well as Falcione (1974) . The outcome (dependent)

variables are derived from research reported by Bass and Valenzi

(1974).

Procedure

The data used in the analyses reported here were collected

from Navy civilian personnel and Industrial personnel. Managers

were initially identified by the participating organizations and

____________ — .7
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were sent  i package wh ich inc luded a q ue s t  lonnai  re in w11 ich

respondents we re asked in a sot of items to describe t h e m s e l v e s

and their work situation . The questionnaire also included a set

of biographical variables concerning the manager.

These managers (hereafter referred to as focal managers)

were also asked to distribute ten questionna i res to colleague s

in their immediate work situation (subordinates , peers , and

superiors) who , in turn , responded to the same basic set of

items in terms of how they viewed the focal manage r and th~ work

s i t u a t i o n .  Thu comp leted ques t ionna i res  were sent through in t e r -

o f f i c e  mail to a central collection point and then I o r w ~irded i n

hatch t o  the researcher  fo r  analysis .  This process  y i e l d e d  a

basic profile for each focal manager in which the manage r could

compare his or her own score on the various measures in the model

with the average response of his colleagues to those same variables.

This information was then forwarded to the participating focal

manager in a format that provided feedback on how others saw him

and the work situation as compared with his own perception s .

A total of 75 focal managers and 578 colleagues parti-

cipa ted from the Navy organization (most of whom were civilian

personnel). The industrial sample included 147 focal managers and

1,231 colleagues. A general profile of the biographical charac-

teristics for each sample is summarized in Table 1. On the whole ,

the Navy focal persons tended to be slightly younger than their

industrial counterparts . Also, the Navy sample contained a

_________ - --
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grea te r  p r o p o r t i o n  of females  in both  the col league  and foca l

manager roles.  Depar tmen t  s ize  was also d i f f e r e n t , w i t h  the

industrial personnel coming f rom somewhat smaller units. In

terms of d epa r tmen ta l  f u n c t i o n , both  samples revealed a spread

of activities and job functions .

Inser t Table I about here

R.ES ULTS

Instrument Reliability

Two r e l i a b i l i t y  anal yses are reported here . First , tl~e

internal scale reliability of the thirteen scales utilized in our

model were evaluated by calculating Cronbach ’s Al pha for the

two samp les——i ndustrial and Navy. The results are reported in

Table 2. All bu t one of th e reliabilities we re above .80.

Insert Table 2 about here

As an additional test of the reliability of our scales , a

test—retest reliability analys is was p e r f o r med f or a group of 36

gradua te students , some of whom had worked full—time for a few

years or more while others had worked on a part—time or short tern

basis. They were administered the questionnaire twice , one week

apar t , and asked to describe a focal manage r they previously or

currently were working under.

- ~~—. - -~~~~
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For the 36 graduate students , test— re te”-.t tIrre l at ion

c o e f f i c i e n t s  were c a l cu l a t ed  f o r  the  1 scales , all of wit ic~t w.~re

large and statisticall y significant as shown In I , Ihle 2.  The

stabi Ii tv of the measures ranged from ii ighs o f . 91 f r  the two

c r e d i b i l i t y  f a c t o r s  (trustworthy and ~.nformative) and s i t i  s i t  t i ;

w i t h  focaj_p erson) to a low of .36 f o r  i n f o r m a l .  There W I , .1 51 i t  is-

t ical . l y si g n i f i c a n t  increase in  the means f u r  sa i i s t ;o  t i n  ~~;tL

foca l  person and fo r  i n f o r m a l  f rom t e s t  to rete ;~t b u t  rnC.In 1ev. I s

d id  not  change s i g n i f i c a n t ly f o r  t h e  o t h e r  11 variables in t H

model .  in al 1 we concluded t h a t  the  v a r i a b l e s  w. re i i  1 jflte r oi l 1. ’

c o nsi s t e n t .  A l l  b u t  care f ul l i s t e n e r, i n f o r m a l and ci t  ~~ t iveiless

were stable over the time tested.

Scale_Validities

Two analyses were performe d to assess the validit y ot our

constructed scales . First , the individua l questionnaire Items us. d

to form the 13 scales for each sampl e were “bl indl y ” factor analyzed

by the p r i n c i p a l  components  method with varimax rotation to determine

the consistency of the f a c t o r  s t r u c t u r e . In p e r l o r in in g  these a na l y se s ,

the items were grouped into three separate sets for consideration .

Thus, the communica t ion  s t y l e  var iables  (co l l eague  d e s c r i p t i o n  of

focal manage r communication behavior) were treated as one domain for

a fac tor analysis. The credibility variables (how colleagues interpret

the credibility of the focal person) were treated in a second fac tor

anal ysis , and role clari ty together with the remaining variables

concerning satisfaction and effectiveness (variables which locus on

-
~~~1~~ ~~

. - 
- - 

-- ——--
~~ 

-



— 6—

colleagues ’ own a t t i t u d e  toward  the job  Si  t u a t ion and organizit ion)

were g rouped  t o g e t h e r  as a t h i r d  set  f o r  a third i n d e pendent factor

a n a l y s i s . The r e s u l t i n g  f a c t o r  l oad ings  are presented in T~thl e 3.

In al l  cases t h e  scale i tems In both  samp les lu ~ ded h i?hlv on t h e

p r e d i ct e d  f a c tor s .  In no case d id  the  fac tor item s l a d  on :01

une~ i~ected factor.

inser t  Table 3 abou t  he r e

For c~ ch measure ob ta in ed  fo r  each o r g a n l z a t i or  sample , .1

simp le analysis of variance was performed to test the convergent

val idit y of the scale scores for the colleague groups in descrihin~

their focal managers . For each measure , the  variance between focal

persons is rated by their colleagues on the ave rage was compared

with the variance “within” focal  persons as seen in the r a t i n g s

obtained from coi leagues  r at i n g  the same focal person . Eta

coef licle nt s , F—ratios , and their si gnificance were computed

(Table 4). A significant variance between groups would indicate

that the colleague groups  were d e s c r i b i n g  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  which

they attributed to their own focal person rather than responding

randoml y or to general beliefs or biases about managers in general.

The greater t h e  F—ratio and its significance and the larger the eta

coefficient , wh ich varies from 0 to 1 , the greater the convergent

val i d i t y  as i n f e r r e d  f r o m  th is  ana lys is . (The r a t iona le  f o r  t h i s

approach  is provided by Bass Ct al., 1975).

_____________ .. ,.. . —
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i n s e r t  Table  4 about  h e re

An . .x i n i n a t  i o n  of  the  et a  va lues  i n d ic a t e s  s i m i l a r  pa tter s

r the i n d u s t  r i a l  and N a v y  c i v il  i a n  pc r s( nnel  , i i  thoug h  t h e  industrial

respondents y i e l d e d  somewha t  Ii i gh e r  ci ~t ’ s a c ro ss  the  13 v a r i a b le s

(m c di  t ; i  et . . v er s u s  .47) . t ’lost of  the  e tas  fo r  t i i t  communieat i o n

.‘.~~~ i ; h i t ’ ,-~ wI re quit . ’ big ht , w i t h  j~en and two—way slightl y less

.05  is te!It . Amon~ I m t  .rvening variables , role_ cla rit 1  y i e l d e d

r i  i t  i.s’ l’. ‘W elas W illi e the t h r e e  c r e d i b i l i t y  v a r i a b l e s  w e r e  qui Ic

~‘f l sj S t t ti t . c~~nscqu~ niee factor s , s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  t oc a l

‘,‘rs~~u . j ~~~j ,~ t t e c t  A . s :  s~~. w, . re com p a r a t i v e l y s t r o n g e r t han  j~~~L~ .y h

sat .sta~ t ~~~ ‘~~; . I h  is ~ . t t  t e r n  1 unsistent with an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n

,‘ r ~e s i t  ! - . t h t f l n  Is h i g h l y i n d i v i d u a l i s t i c  and inter ;ii I

i .  f ’ ; .  eel l e acU c  r e sp o n d e n t  ( IS is r o l e  c i a r i t v )  w hile the other

t i .  I t s  per t a in ‘ j r .  d i r . ’ c t l v  t~~. t h e  t . . .il p e r s o n  in  q u e s t ion .

f l u . , t w .  ..ol ; ‘ a , ’ u .’s rat t o g  t i ; ’ same t eal pi rs ri c o u l d  be w ;r~~i ng

i i  t . ii 1 v d i  I e n  ~ ‘ St  j  o h s  . I n  gc lie r i  1 , t i le  c ol ive ! i t ’  n t Va 1 id It v I F

these ~ t ics is se en  LII  be quit e stron~’1v su p p o r t e d  b y t h e  I ; i a~~ V 5eS .

i c i a l  Pat u rns

~l i i 1 e  t h e  above r e l i a b i l i t y  and validit y an .il’,’ scs r.’v oled

q u i t e  s i m i l  . ir  r e s u l t s  f o r  b o th  the Navy and ind u s t r i a l  personne l

an , i ( t ( ~ i t  len a I e x a m i n a t i o n  o t  t h e  d a t a  was a l s o  p er f or m e d  i s  o rde r

to assess the  e x t e n t  to wh ich  the proposed model ( F i g u r e  1) h e l d

f r  each o r g a ni z a t i o n  s e t t i n g .
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Mean I) i t f e r e r i c e s . Fi r st  , an anal y s i s  o f  mean d if to rem

e t w e. ’t l  t t i t ’ t w o  samples on the I I scale St o l e s  W I;; p e r t  ar m e d .  An

i r i s  pe eL ion  I) I ‘l ii, I c’ 5 r eveals  s ign f i c a n  t d lie rt nces Iii 5 o t h e

13 sca le s  at p ( .01 or to t t e r .  t h e s e  re s u l ts  I n d i c a t e  t i j i t  t h e

I e c u  p e r s o n  iii t h e  Navy organ izat ion was per ce ived  b y t o l  l e a gu e ’,

a ;  tao r e  i s  fo rmal and mo re t rus lv ii t h y  , as compared with indus r 1 :1  1

I c i i  persons. Colitsigues in the Navy organ i/al ior~ ,il so in d i ca t e d

greater satisfaction with t i te  local person , great€ role cla rit .

and a higher degree of work unit effectiveness. For the other

fa ctors , rue significant dif lerences or pat terms emerged .

Insert Table 5 about here

Path L)ifferences . In addition to the si- ’vc’ examination of

mean d ifterenctis on the 13 variables , a pa ll: analysis was also

p e r t  orme d to f u r  t i l er  examine  the rd ationships proposed in our model

in p a r t i c u l a r  we were i n t e r e s t e d  in eY ) lo r ing  the  e x t e n t  t o  w h i i . . I ;

simp l e r  m o d e l s  migh t be obta ined  which  s u p p o r t e d  our  proposed causa l

l i n k a g e s  and which  migh t  v i e !  d c lose to ‘ l i e  same a m o un t  of exp i a h ned

d e p e n d e n t  v a r i a b l e  v a r i a n c e  w i t h  fewe r v ar i a b l e s .

In the present stud y, the  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  p a t h  anal y s i s

i nvolved the det rminat ion of the path coefficients (standardized

regress ion coe ffic ients) for the  va r ious  h y p o th e s i z e d  causa l  p a t h s

depicted in the  model presented  ( s u m m a r i z e d  i n  t i l t ’ f o l l o w i n g  d i a g r a m ) .

________________ i
_.—____-__
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Com niun i a t  ion

St ~, 
I n te  rye n i nig Dc pi ude n i t

Variables V a r i a b l e s
\ ir i~~h l e a

V a r i a b l e s  

ro le  c l a r i ty

5 c r e d i b i l i ty  K 
1)

This set of r e l a t i o n s h ips was ; ;r ( p scd or  e t ch 01 t h;e t h r e e

dependen t  v a r i a b l e  measures  and hence our analysis involved an exam—

in at i mt of such a path diagram for each dependent variable.

The following procedure was employ ed  f o r  c : i l cu l a t  i r ig t i l e

pa th  c o e f f i c i e n t s  f o r  each d iagram :

I)  R e gr e s s  D on A , B , and C. T h i s  p r o v i d e d  i n i t i a l

pa th  c o e f f i c i e n t s  f r o m  B and C to  1) , is wel l is

fo r  any dir ect paths from A t o  I) ;

2) R egr e s s  B on A.  Th i s  p r o v i d e d  t h e  p a t h  cot’ fILe ients

I rem A ( v a r i a b l e s  1—6) to B;

3) Rc’g,rt’sa C on A . This provided i li i ’ path coet I i cienl a

from A (variables 1—6) t o  C. 

~~~~~~ 
-
~
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h i v i n g  performe d the iii~ t ia l  a na l y s is  as i t i  in t ’d  ab ov e  f o r

a g ive n d i a g r a m , t h e  resul  t i n g  p a t h  eec f f i c l en t s  were  examl ti ed to

see i f  .u s i m p l i f i e d  model could be ob t a ined . P a t h s  w i t h  ; o ~~f i l —

c i en t s  l c .~s t I , . i f l  o r  equal  to .15 were dropped , in i n s t a n c e s  where

the path coef ficient for both samples was below .15 and nonsigni—

ficant . The results of this analysis are repurted below.

With regard to satisfaction with focal person, Figure 2

indicates a very similar pattern for both samples. P a t h  coeffi-

cients for each set of colleagues were very close its were the R
2

values. Hence we are inclined to conclude that  a l l  the communici-

tion style variables in the model are quite importan t as aie fee d

person credibility dimensions of trustworthiness in informa t~~~eness .

On the o t h e r  hand , role c l a r i t y  and dynamic do not appear to be

c r i t i ca l  in determining colleague s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  foca l  person.

Inse r t  Figure 2 about  here

The pa th  anal ysis fo r  lob/role s a t i s f a c t i o n  y i e l d e d  a con-

s iderabl y s i m p l i f i e d  model as compared w i t h  the o r i g i n a l l y  proposed

model .  Two communicat ion s ty le  var iables  emerged as c e n t r a l  corn—

ponents (pp~ n and two way, and in fo rma l) w i t h  role  c l a r i ty  as t h e

~ey intervening variable impacting job/role satisfaction . None

~i f the credibil it y variables were retained for either sample

using our c r i t e r i o n  of .15 for path coefficients. The pat tern

for both samples , was similar in terms of retained variables but

the relative strength of the path coefficients differed consider-

ably. For the industrial sample , qpen and two w~y emerged as
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q l l i I. .’ important compared with t h e Navy sample , wh ile l n f o r m a h

was n r c  c r i t i c a l  f o r  t h i t ’  Navy  c i v i l i a n  c o l l ea g u e s as contr .l .~ t i .’ii

w i t h  t h e  L i  i n d u s t r i a l  c o u n t e r p a r t s .  In both aamh)les , however ,

ru le  c l ar i ~j  was the  c e n t r a l  i n g r e d ie nt  f o r  j~~~/ r o l e  s a t i s f a c t i o n .

i t  should be f lo ted , however , tha t the amount of e x p l a i n e d  v a r i an

b r  this dependent variable was considerab ly lowe r (17—Ihi. ) as

comparL ’J w i t h  s a t i s f a c t ion wi t h  focal  p er son ( 6 1 — 6 5 ~ ) .  Hence t i l O

var iab le ’ s in the  communica tion  model in gene ra l  appea re d  to

c o n t r i b u t e  r e l a t i v e ly less to j2~ / role  s a t i s f a c t i o n .

1nser~. Figure 3 about  here

F i g u r e  4 provides  the  r esu l t s  fo r  e f f e c t i v e n e s s .  As can

be seen f r o m  an i n s p e c t i o n  of the pa th  d i ag ram , a l l  of  t h e  r i g i n i a l l y

: roposctl variables were retained. However , in certain instances

the p at h  coe f 1 i c ie n t  fell considerabl y bel ow .15 f o r  the i n d u s t r i a l

sample  ( b r i e f  and conc i se,  c a r e f u l  l i s t ene r l e a d i n g  to  ~y,,~am i c)  . on ce

aga i n , ( ( p e n  and two—way wss considerably more i m p o r t a n t  fo r  the’

11505 ’  r i t h  sample in i n f l u e n c i n g  role c l a r i t y.  T r u s t w o r t h y and

in f o r m a t i ve  appeared as the more important intervening variables (us

compared wit h ì rolu±_ clari~~’ and ~ynami c) in impac t ing e f f e c t i venes s .

The i v i r u i f  explained variance for effectiveness was quite high

(F( .48 — .50) .

Insert Figure 4 about here

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
. 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
: 
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Co ne los ion

L immu li t lt  ion  re search to date has not  p r o v i d e d  much i n s ig h t

into t he components of particular conunuu icat ion b e h a v i o r s  o~ people

and how these behaviors can affect other peop le in wo rk s e t t i n g s .

The mode l pro posed and tested here attempts to address th i s  issue

by specifying a set of communication behaviors which can be related

to employee satisfaction and effectiveness.

As the foregoing analyses indicated , the Communication Audit

survey instrument yielded a consistent and rather strong pattern

of reliability and validity. This pat tern held in two types of or-

ganizational setting——military as well as industrial. Moreover , a

considerable range of departmental functions were represented in

both samples , thus providing a good sampling of the types of acti-

vities typicall y performed in most organizations . These results

argue f a v o r a b l y  fo r  the  general  app l i ca t ion  of the model proposed

in  F i g u r e  1 ac ross a range of organizational contexts , and suggest

t h a t  i m p o r t a n t  components  of in te rpersona l  communica t ion  behavior

can be measured and related to key organizational outcomes .

A word of cau t ion  is also in order , however.  As i n d i c a t e d

in our path analys is , the model captures only a portion of key or—

ganizational outcomes. This is particularly pertinen t to j~b/role

satisfaction In which onl y a limited amount of variance is exp lained.

What this suggests is that job satisfaction is a complex , m u l t i f a c e t e d

phenomenon and that communication behavior has only a limi ted impac t



— L I —

at b e s t .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand , when i t  come s t o  s u t . i . s f a e  t j o t ;  with

I e c u  p e r s o n , i t seems t ha t  conunu n ica t  ion b e h a v i o r  p h  i v o  a con-

s i d e r a b l y g r e a t e r  r o l e .  E f f e c t i v e n e s s  f i t s  somewhere  in between

these two ex t r emes .

Further research will hel p to ciarif y the extent to

which the pr oposed model might b’~ modified in the’ directions

suggested by the path analysis reported here . In addition , at Len-

Lion needs to be given to poten tial exogenous variables which come

into play in understanding the role and impact of interpersonal

communication behavior in the work setting.

..-.-—~
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TABLE 1

Summary Profil e of Biographical

and Organizational Variables

INDUSTRIAL PERSONNEL NAVAL CIVILIAN PERSONNEL

Variable s
Colleagues Focal Persons Colleagues Focal Persons

N=l206 N=l47 N=578 N= 75

Average A ge 38 40 38 38

Sex 89/0 Male 97% Male 76/ Male  80% Male
11% Female 3% Female 24/  Female 20% Female

Median
Educational 15.5 years 16.0 years 16. 5 years 16.7 years
Leve l

Primary Function
of Department
or D ivis ion

Production 13% 13% 2% 4/
Purchasing 9% 12% 1/ 1 .
R s D 8% 7% 5% 4’;’
Logistics 23% 19% ~R/ 31 ’ ;
Engineering 15% 137 237.
Finance/Acc. 9/0 9/ 2 3 /  19
Other 23/0 27% 1 87 2 2 x

Mcdi ii; Number  of
People in Dept. 25 30
or Division

Median Number of
People in Work 8 8
(;r~ up

Median Number of
l’cop Ic Re ~ () r t i ng 3 2
to you

-
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TABLE 2

Reliability Analyses Of The 13

Communication Model Scores

Test—Ret estScale Coefficient Alpha s*
Correlatiun **

~ nd ustrial Navy 36 Graduate
JPe rsonnel Civilians Students[ (N=l23l) (N=578)

Communication Sty le

Care ful transmitter .89 .91 .85

Open and two—way .86 .86 .80

Frank .88 .88 .72

Careful listene r .90 .93 .47

Brief and concise .89 .94 .58

Informal .88 .90 .36

Intervening variables

Trustworthy .91 .92 .90

Inf ormative .91 .93 .90

Dynamic .135 .88 .60

Role clarity .94 .94 .87

Consequences

Effe ctiveness .73 .81 .49

Job/role satisfaction .89 .87 .85

Satisfac tion with
focal person .93 .98 .90

*The coefficients are computed on raw—sco res.

**Al l coefficients are significan t at pZ.002 or better.
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TABLE 3

Fac tor Structure of the 13 Communication Mode l Scores

for Industrial Personne l and Navy Civil ians*

Factor  Loadi~~~

1231 Industrial 578 Navy

_______________ 
Personnel Civ il ians

Focal Manage r Communica t ion  S ty le :

I t em Careful transmitter

Speaks deliberately .58 .76

Chooses words carefully .79 .71

Organizes thoughts before speaking .69 .66

Polished in choice of words .77 .64

Open and two—way

Asks for others views .70 .58

Follows up with feedback .60 .71

Gives feedback on suggestions .68 .71

Receptive to differing viewpoints .65 .41

Frank

Say s wha t he t h I n k s  . 7 5  .65

Seeks out information .27 .1 3

Doesn ’t ~ince words .75 .74

Expresses views s e l f — c o n f i d e n t l y  .50 . 42

Levels with others .66 .40

Care f ul Liste ner

Doesn ’ t in terrupt speaker .69 .71

Doesn ’t dominate discussions .58 .59

Keeps mind on what ’s being said .35 .42

Doesn ’t jump to conclusions .53 .57

Lets other finish their points .51 .51

Doesn ’t fidget when others speak .30 .48

-~~~- -  -
~~~~~

. -“- -‘~~~~~~
-.- -.
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TABLE 3 Cont ’d

Factor  Load~~~~s

1231 Industrial 578 Navy

______ _____ 
Personnel Civilians

Focal Man~i~ er Communication Sty le:

item Brief and concise

Comments ire brief .62 .49

Isn ’t verbose .79 .74

Speaks concisely .77 .69

St icks to the point .61 .75

Informal

i n f o r m a l , relaxed communicator  .71 .82

Natural self in relating to others .66 .64

Is cal Manage r Credib i l i ty:

Trustwort~,y

Congenial .81 .78

Agreeable .79 .77

Friendl y .82 .78

Pleasan t .81 .81)

F a i r  .65 .58

Gentle .30 . I i

Jus t .62 .58

Kind .38 .35

Informative

Well  t r a ined  .86 .81

Well qualified .86 .82

Well inf ormed .71 .74

Appropriate prior experience .83 .80

Author Itative .17 .lb

Skilled .82 .84

— 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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TABLE 3 Cont ’d

Fac tor  Load inj ,~~

1231 Ind ustrial 578 Navy

_______ ____ 
Personnel Civilians

Focal Manager Cred ibili ty: Dynamic

Aggressive in work .78 .77

Not hesitant .61 .54

Energetic .66 .67

Not timid .64 .)9

Force ful .74 .71

Active .60 .61

Colleague Role Clarity and Consea~ ences: Role clari~j

Know job responsibilities .80 .77

Certain about authority .76 .71

4 Clear idea of responsibilities .63 .61

Know what ’s expe cted in job  .84 .84

Allocate time properly .72 .65

Have clear , planned objec tives .74 .67

Effectiveness

Overall work unit effectiveness .76 .76

Effe ctiveness compared to other units .83 .81

Extent improvements in effectiveness needed .28 .22

Job/role satisfaction

Overall job satisfaction .74 .73

Satisfaction In chances for promotion .79 .78

Satisfaction that own interests/abilities
effectively used .79 .79

Satisfaction with own progress .82 .75

Satisfaction with focal person

Extent focal person meets colleagues job needs .85 .83

Extent focal person meets organizations needs .80 .82

Overall sati sfac tion with focal person .85 .82

Satisfaction with focal person ’s Interpersonal
approa ch .78 .79

*Prjncipal componen ts factor analysis wi th varintax rotation.

- -- - ‘  
-



—19—

TABLE 4

Convergent Va l idity Analysis for Industrial
and Navy Per sonnel

Variable F Ratio Eta Coeffi cient M edi an i .tn
Industria la Navy b Industria l N i v ’v

Communication style .51

*Careful transmitter 2.11 1.71 .49 .44

** *Open and two—way 1.70 1.51 .44 .42

*** ***Frank 2.71 2.27 .55 .511)

Careful listener ‘3.70 4.57 .58 .65

***Brief and concise 4.63 3.07 .60 .55

Informa l 2.67 2.13 .52 .47

I nt erv ening va r i ab le s

**Trustworth y 3.32 2.37 .56 .49

*** ***Informative 3.29 3.48 .55 .57

*** ***Dynamic 3.49 3.93 .59 .59

Role clarity 1.31 1.05 .37 .35

Consequences

E f f e c t i v e n e s s  2 . 13 ** 1. 87 * . 47 .4 5

Jo b / r o le  sa t i s -
f a c t i o n  1 .24  .78 .36 .30

Satisfaction with 
**focal person 3.00 2.15 .54 .47

Median eta
f or each
sample .54 .47

p < ° 5  p < 0 1  p< OOl

a 140 gr oups; n 1064 — 1191 b41 g rdups ;  n = 2 4 2  — 3 2 3

N o t e :  v a r i a t i o n s  in n s izes  a re  due to  m i s s i n g  d a t a .

--- - . . - - ,~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ --  - -v-- - - 
— 

-~~~~~
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TABLE 5

Mean Differences on Thirteen Communication Variables of
I nd ust r ial and Navy Personn el

Variable Mean t Value SI)

Industrial Navy Industrial Navy
(N= (N=

1086—1223) 504—573)

C o m m u n i ca t i o n  s t y l e

C a r e f u l  t r a n s m i t t e r  5.94 6 .03  1.08 1 . 4 6  1. 33

Open and two—way 5.61 5.66 .56 1.53 1.54

Frank  6 . 26  6 . 2 7  .05 1 .39  1.36

C a r e f u l  l i s t e n e r  6 .87  6.91 .62 1 . 2 4  1 . 3 2

Br i ef  and conc ise  7 .10  7. 11)4 — .79 1.41 1 . 5 1)

Informa l 6.21 6.54 3.60 1.84 1.7 3

I n t e r v e n i n g  v a r I a b les
***Trustw orthy 6.76 7.01 3.71 1.32 1 . II;

I n f o r m a t i v e  6.99 7.05 .86 1 .3 7 1.52

Dynamic  6.86 6 .82  — .62 1 . 3 2
***Rol e clarit y 6.87 7.08 3.00 1 •4() 1 .25

Con sequences

**Eff ectiveness 4.58 4.76 2.73 1. 1 2 1. 1’~

Job/role satis— 
*faction 5.46 5.27 — 3 . 98 1.79 1. 87

Satisfa ction with
focal person 5.73 6.02 3 . 6 3  1 . 5 ~ 1.5 1

**pd< .01 ** <
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